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PER CURI AM

Dwayne Lanont Sol onon appeals his conviction and 396
mont h sentence entered pursuant to his guilty plea to possession
with intent to distribute cocai ne hydrochloride, in violation of 21
US C 8§ 841(a)(1)-(b)(1)(B) (2000), possession of a firearmas a
convicted felon, in violation of 18 U S . C. 88 922(g)(1), 924(e)
(2000), and carrying a firearmduring a drug trafficking crinme, in
violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 924(c)(1)(A (i) (2000). On appeal,
Sol onon’s attorney has filed a brief in accordance with Anders v.

California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), and Solonon has filed a pro se

brief as well.
First, Solonon, through counsel, asserts he was not
conpetent to enter a guilty plea. W reviewthis claimfor plain

error. United States v. dano, 507 U. S. 725, 731-32 (1993). This

claimis neritless. The record reveals no grounds for Sol onon to

chal l enge his conpetence. Dusky v. United States, 362 U.S. 402,

462 (1960); United States v. Ceneral, 278 F.3d 389, 395-96 (4th

Cr. 2002).

Second, Sol onon, pro se, raises several challenges to the
vol untariness of his plea agreenment. W review these clains for
plain error. General, 278 F.3d at 393. Sol onon’s pl ea coll oquy
and his statenents at the plea colloquy reveal these clains are

meritless. United States v. DeFusco, 949 F.2d 114, 119 (4th G

1991) .



Third, Sol onon, pro se, clains that the Governnent fail ed
to comply with 21 U S.C. § 851 (2000), and that he was deprived of
his right to allocution. The record reveals that these clains are
nmeritless.

Fourth, Solonmon, pro se, asserts his counsel was

i neffective. These clains are wai ved, United States v. Wllis, 992

F.2d 489, 490 (4th Cr. 1003), and sound in habeas. United States

v. Richardson, 195 F.3d 192, 198 (4th Cr. 1999); United States V.
King, 119 F.3d 290, 295 (4th Cr. 1997).

Accordingly, we affirm Solonon’s convictions and
sentences. |In accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and find no other neritorious issues for
appeal . This court requires that counsel informhis client, in
witing, of his right to petition the Suprenme Court of the United
States for further review |If the client requests that a petition
be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition would be
frivolous, then counsel may nove in this court for |eave to
wi thdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a
copy thereof was served on the client. We dispense with ora
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not

ai d the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



